The present business environment of extreme competition and rapid changes has motivated scholars to identify variables that can help companies stand up to and overcome these challenges. Research on self-regulation found that self-perceptions of efficacy not only can mediate the effects of external influences on results, but can also regulate employees' initiation, persistence and choice of purposeful actions. Within the selfregulatory framework, this paper specifically explores the role of managerial coaching as an antecedent of employee self-efficacy and performance. Using a sample of 122 Financial Advisors, we found that managerial coaching can increase employee self-efficacy, which in turn fully mediates the effects of coaching on results and behavioural performance. We suggest that, if generalized use of coaching by managers can increase employees' selfefficacy (which is instrumental in increasing employees' initiation and persistence of coping behavior when faced with challenges and problematic situations), then the use of managerial coaching by an organization might promote employee self-regulation, increase the organization's general resilience and, thus, can be considered a sustainable competitive advantage.
Introduction
In the present business environment organizations are subjected to increased competition, fastpaced change and pressures from different stakeholders. Other environmental conditions, particular to commercial organizations, are rapid changes in products and technologies, shortened product development cycles, increased demands from customers and other stakeholders, channel restructuration and changes in buying processes (Ingram, LaForge, Locander, MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2005) . Under these conditions, managers and employees alike are required to be more responsive, and deploy more effort and imagination in order to help their organizations achieve higher performance.
This situation is particularly critical in the case of salespeople who face numerous challenges.
Sales representatives perform a difficult job, are usually away from the facility where the rest of the employees work, have more latitude regarding the use of their time and effort, have variable remuneration schemes, and work at the boundaries of the organization (Ingram et al., 2005) .
One key construct that can help salespeople cope with these challenges is self-efficacy.
Perceptions of own efficacy have been linked to "both the initiation and persistence of coping behavior" (Bandura, 1977, p. 193) . "Perceived self-efficacy concerns people's beliefs in their capabilities to mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources and courses of action needed to exercise control over events" (Wood and Bandura, 1989, p. 364) . Thus, people with high selfefficacy are more prone to initiate actions to cope with a given situation, spend more effort when faced with unexpected problems, persist longer in face of rejection and make better choices (Bandura, 1977 (Bandura, , 1982 Latham and Locke, 2007; Latham and Seijts, 1999; Latham and Pinder, 2005; Locke and Latham, 1990 , 2002 , 2006 Stajkovic and Luthans, 1998 ).
Given the centrality of self-efficacy for human agency, scholars explored ways of increasing it.
In the field of coaching, scholars found initial support for the relationship between coaching and self-efficacy in fields as diverse as personal systems coaching (Gordon Bar & St.Rosh-Ha'Ayin, 2014) and executive coaching (Baron & Morin, 2010; Moen & Allwood, 2009 ).
Despite sharing a common basis and origins (Hagen, 2012) , executive coaching and managerial coaching differ in several respects (Pousa, 2012; Pousa & Mathieu, 2014b) . In executive coaching processes, an external coach works with a top executive in order to help him/her achieve self-defined goals (or sometimes, mutually identified goals), improve his/her professional performance and personal satisfaction, and consequently improve the effectiveness of the organization (Joo, 2005; Kilburg, 1996) . In managerial coaching a manager uses coaching as a managerial tool to help his/her subordinates achieve a series of externally-set organizational goals and increase their job-related performance. For example, in the case of salespeople, the organization establishes a performance goal for each sales representative (usually expressed as a monthly sales quota), the manager communicates this goal to the salesperson, and the salesperson is expected to engage in activities that will allow him/her achieve the goal.
Given the differences between executive and managerial coaching established in the literature, including this fundamental difference between the ways that goals are established, it would be useful to know whether managerial coaching is also a valid tool to increase employee selfefficacy. A rationale for this question can be the following: when coachees choose their own goals or participate in goal definition, as is the case of executive coaching, then Goal-setting theory suggests that their goal commitment will be high (Latham and Locke, 2007; Latham and Seijts, 1999; Latham and Pinder, 2005; Locke and Latham, 1990 , 2002 , 2006 Seijts and Latham, 2001 ) and, thus, they are more likely to develop high commitment to the process (executive coaching) that would allow them achieve the goals. On the other hand, when goals are externally imposed, goal commitment would be lower (Locke and Latham, 1990 , 2002 , 2006 and thus the coachee commitment with the process (managerial coaching) would also be lower, thus leading to mitigated effects of the coaching intervention.
These reasons support the pertinence of exploring managerial coaching as an antecedent of selfefficacy and performance.
Theoretical framework

Self-efficacy
Self-efficacy is a construct derived from Social Cognitive Theory, a theory that proposes a reciprocal causation model, in which individual behavior, cognition and the environment dynamically interact and influence each other (Gist and Mitchell, 1992) . The concept of selfefficacy blossomed during the 1970s in the psychological literature, and it was useful to explain how people acquired and regulated their behaviors in order to cope with circumstances and achieve outcomes (Bandura, 1977) . Perceived self-efficacy is concerned with "judgments of how well one can execute courses of action required to deal with prospective situations" (Bandura, 1982, p. 122) .
Research found that people base their expectations of personal efficacy on four major sources of information: past performance accomplishments, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion and physiological states (Bandura, 1977; Gist and Mitchell, 1992; Wood and Bandura, 1989 ).
However, self-efficacy is "a comprehensive summary or judgment of perceived capability of performing a task" (Gist and Mitchell 1992, p. 184) , meaning that it is the individual's cognitive appraisal and integration of these sources which ultimately defines his/her level of self-efficacy.
In the context of performance appraisal, coaching has been identified as a valid mechanism "to instill the desire within employees to continuously improve performance" (Latham and Wexley 1994, p. 206) by acting upon two key variables: an employee's outcome expectancies and their self-efficacy. Therefore, the authors proposed that "the job of coaching is to strengthen an employee's self-efficacy regarding a specific task so that there is an inextinguishable sense of commitment that is resilient to drawbacks and rejections" (Latham and Wexley 1994, p. 208) .
The coaching intervention influences coachee's judgments of self-efficacy. During the coaching intervention, the manager and the employee work together to tackle a problematic situation and to arrive at specific solutions that the employee will implement in the weeks following the intervention; initially, the coach reviews the employee's past performance, and gives him/her focused feedback; following this, they target the problems that the employee might be facing, they cover the different alternatives and actions to be taken, the resources needed, the support required by the employee, and his confidence in implementing the actions; finally, they agree upon a set of actions which will be implemented in the weeks to come (Richardson, 2009 ).
Having decided on what actions to take and when, and having role-played them with the coach, the coachee exits the coaching conversation with a reinforced perspective that he/she is capable of facing the challenges to come. Accordingly: 
Performance
The determinants of employee performance is an extensively researched subject (particularly in the case of sales force performance) and numerous studies agree that it can be analyzed from a behavioral or a results perspective, corresponding to behavioral or results performance (Fang, Palmatier and Evans, 2004) . Additionally, recent studies on coaching found initial support for the impact of coaching on employee performance, in contexts like logistics (Ellinger, Ellinger and Keller, 2003) or sales (Agarwal, Angst and Magni, 2009; Pousa, 2012; Pousa and Mathieu, 2014a, 2014b; Trépanier, 2010) . In line with these previous results we propose that: Although the literature makes a distinction between behavior and results performance and treats them separately, these two constructs are not independent but related. While results performance is directly related with the end results achieved by the employees (e.g. contributing to increase the company's margins and market share, identifying potential accounts or achieve sales targets and quotas), behavior performance is more related to the process that employees follow in order to achieve those results (e.g. developing good relations with customers, assisting their supervisors and helping them achieve their goals or managing time and expenses). Accordingly, a high level of behavior performance can be desired, first as an end in itself, but also because of the impact that it can have on results performance (Fang et al., 2004) . Accordingly, we propose that:
H 4 : Employee's behavioural performance positively affects results performance Finally, the resulting evidence from different meta-analysis shows that beliefs of one's own efficacy significantly contribute to individual motivation and performance (Bandura and Locke, 2003) . The results of one of these recent meta-analyses showed a significant weighted average correlation between self-efficacy and work-related performance of 0.38, after being adjusted for sample size, outliers and extreme values (Stajkovic and Luthans, 1998) . The rationale for these results lies in the fact that "expectations of personal mastery affect both the initiation and persistence of coping behavior" (Bandura, 1977, p. 193 ), thus people with high self-efficacy will initiate actions to cope with a given situation, will spend more effort, will persist longer and will make better choices of activities and settings, compared to people with low self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977 (Bandura, , 1982 Stajkovic and Luthans, 1998 
Method
Research design and data collection procedure
We decided to use a non-experimental design for our study because coaching is a behavior that a manager has to develop through years of training and practice (Grant, 2010; Grant & Hartley, 2013 ) not a variable that could be easily manipulated in a laboratory setting. This decision is supported by previous research in managerial coaching, as scholars extensively used nonexperimental designs to study it and to test its effects on other constructs (Agarwal et al., 2009; Ellinger et al., 2003 Ellinger et al., , 2005 Ellinger et al., , 2008 Onyemah, 2009; Pousa, 2012; Pousa and Mathieu 2014a, 2014b; Trépanier, 2010) .
A large Canadian bank agreed to participate in the study by allowing their Financial Advisors (front-line employees holding customer service and sales responsibilities for a portfolio of financial products) to answer a survey during office time. Given the equivalence of paper-andpencil and web-based surveys (Smither, Walker & Yap, 2004 ) and the convenience, speed, flexibility and low-cost offered by the latter, we decided to use a web-based survey and host our questionnaire with a European company offering these services. The bank provided us with the e-mails of 373 Financial Advisors and we sent them an initial invitation to participate, followed by a reminder two weeks later. A hyperlink to the electronic survey was provided in both the invitation and the follow-up mails, and by clicking in it the individuals agreed to participate voluntarily in the study.
Measures
We used existing measuring scales from the literature in coaching, sales and marketing.
Managerial coaching was measured using eight items from Ellinger et al. (2003) . This is a unidimensional measure that presented good psychometric properties and stability in many different studies. Self-efficacy was measured using 4 items from Sujan, Weits & Kumar (1994) . This is also a unidimensional scale, with good psychometric properties, which has been extensively used in marketing and sales research. Finally, behavioral and results performance were measured using the scales presented in Fang et al. (2004) . The behavioural performance scale used three items, while the results performance used seven. Both scales are unidimensional.
All scales were anchored at 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree.
Analysis
Sample
Invitations to participate in the survey were sent to 373 Financial Advisors and 122 complete, usable questionnaires were received for a response rate of 32.7%. The distribution of responses according to gender was slightly skewed towards females, with 69% of the sample comprising female and 31% male respondents.
Respondents had been receiving coaching for at least the last six months, although no data was collected concerning frequency of these interventions. Table 1 presents the statistics concerning tenure with the company, in the position, and selling experience. Values suggest a great diversity and heterogeneity of employees, covering a broad range of experienced and inexperienced individuals, including people who have just accessed the position with others having held the position almost for their entire career, as well as individuals who are new to the company with others having worked for it almost for a lifetime. This heterogeneity suggests that the sample provides a good representation of a larger, general population.
Place Table 1 near here
Reliability and validity of measuring scales
Confirmatory factor analysis (run in AMOS 19) was used to evaluate the properties of the measurement model, which was estimated by restricting each scale's item loading on its a priori specified factor, and allowing free correlation among factors (Byrne, 2010; Gerbing and Anderson, 1988) . Items showing standard regression weights lower than .50 or high crossloadings were eliminated; final factor loadings and reliabilities are presented in Table 2 .
Place Table 2 near here
We assessed scales' reliability using three different indicators: Cronbach's alpha, corrected itemtotal correlations and composite reliability ( Table 2 ). The scale with the lowest Cronbach's alpha was Self-Efficacy (α=.838) and the one with the highest was Coaching (α=.948); all four scales showed Cronbach's alpha values above the accepted threshold of 0.7 that suggests acceptable reliability (Nunnally, 1978) . Concerning corrected item-total correlation, scales presented values ranging from .560 to .910, all of them also above the accepted threshold that suggests acceptable reliability. Finally, composite reliability indexes (CR) ranged from .816 for Self-efficacy, to .881 for Behavioural performance, .913 for results performance and .950 for Managerial coaching. All these values exceeded the threshold of .6 necessary for measurement reliability (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988; Fornell and Larcker, 1981) . Globally, these results suggest that the scales present good reliability.
The average variance extracted (AVE) for the four factors rendered values of .703 for Coaching, .528 for Self-efficacy, .719 for Behavioural Performance and .601 for Results Performance (Table 2) , also suggesting adequate convergent validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) .
Discriminant validity of the measures was assessed by comparing the square root of the AVE values to the factor correlations; the results indicate that the square root of AVE for each factor is bigger than any of its correlations with the other factors (Table 3) , suggesting adequate discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) .
Place Table 3 near here
The fit indexes for the measuring model indicated a good fit between the model and the data (Byrne, 2010; Kline, 2011) (Table 4 and Figure 1) ; as we discuss in the next section, it seems that the mediating effect of self-efficacy captures all the variance in performance, thus turning the direct link between coaching and performance to non-significant.
Place Table 4 and Figure 1 near here
Assessment of the Effects of Same-Source Bias
Our data relied on information provided by the same respondent for both predictor and criterion variables; in this situation, a self-report bias might result from any artifactual covariance between these variables due to the fact that the person providing both answers is the same (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee & Podsakoff, 2003) . Research has typically accepted that common method variance (CMV) might inflate or deflate correlations between constructs (Cote and Buckley, 1987; Podsakoff et al., 2003) , although some scholars have proposed that CMV does not automatically affect or distort these correlations (Schmitt, 1994; Spector, 1987 Spector, , 1994 Spector, , 2006 .
In order to assess the potential impact of this form of bias in our study, we reestimated the hypothesized model by adding a first-order factor (that could potentially account for CMV) to the indicators of coaching, self-efficacy, results performance and behavioral performance, as described in Podsakoff et al. (2003) . The results of this analysis are shown in the last column of Table 4 ; the significance of the standardized regression weights for the model don't change when controlling for common method variance, and their sign and magnitude are similar when not controlling for CMV, thus suggesting that, even a small amount of CMV might still exist, it doesn't affect the conclusions of the study.
Discussion
The present business environment of increased competition and fast-paced change is demanding from organizations to be more responsive to these challenges and from its employees to initiate and persist in their coping behaviours when faced with them. One potential tactic that organisations can use to increase employees' initiation and persistence of coping behaviour is to use specific managerial tools that can promote this type of self-regulatory behaviour. Building on Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1977) we proposed that managerial coaching is one of these tools, which can increase employee self-efficacy (one key construct in employee self-regulation)
as well as employee behavioural and results performance.
Results support our hypotheses. They suggest that managerial coaching is a positive influence that can increase employee's self-efficacy, as well as results and behavioral performance through the full mediating effect of self-efficacy. The model proposed in this paper, although parsimonious, presents high values of explained variance in its central constructs. Twenty percent of the variance in self-efficacy can be explained by coaching, twenty-six percent of the variance in behavioural performance can be explained by self-efficacy, and eighty-five percent of the variance in results performance can be explained by the combined effect of self-efficacy and behavioural performance. These strong results lead us to elaborate on two main contributions of this article.
A first scientific contribution of this paper is the support found for the positive link between managerial coaching and employee self-efficacy. Previous research in executive coaching found some initial support for its positive impact on the coachee's self-efficacy ( We hypothesized this link based on Social Cognitive Theory and its associated research (Bandura, 1977 (Bandura, , 1982 Gist & Mitchell, 1992 ) but we also believe that there is a strong rationale that explains coaching's influence on self-efficacy that can be relevant for research and practice. Bandura (1977) proposed that people base their expectations of personal efficacy on four major sources of information (past performance accomplishments, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion and physiological states) and later research found that people pass through three different processes through which the four sources of information are transformed into perceptions of efficacy: 1) the analysis of task requirements; 2) the attributional analysis of past experience; and 3) the assessment of personal and situational resources and constraints (Gist & Mitchell, 1992) .
These three processes are explicitly addressed during the coaching intervention. According to Richardson (2009) , during the coaching intervention the manager (coach) provides focused feedback on the employee's past performance and achievements (process #2, attributional analysis of past performance); moving forward in the coaching session, the coach and the employee (coachee) evaluate the tasks requirements (process #1, analysis of task requirements)
as well as the problems and challenges that the employee is facing that prevent her/him from achieving higher performance. Building on the employee's past performance and achievements (process #2, attributional analysis of past performance) they explore different ways to overcome the new challenges (process #3, assessment of personal and situational resources and constraints). Additionally, the coach provides constructive feedback and uses analogies and scenarios to help the employee learn through vicarious experiences. The coach asks questions, rather than providing solutions, in order to help the employee think through the issues and come up with alternative courses of action that can be role-played to help the employee see different perspectives (process #3, assessment of personal and situational resources and constraints) (Richardson, 2009) . After the coaching intervention, the employee has an increased perception that he or she is capable of executing better courses of action to overcome problems and challenges; this judgment of increased capability to carry on the tasks represents the employee increased self-efficacy. However, results also suggest that, in the presence of self-efficacy, the direct link between coaching and performance becomes non-significant. This was somewhat unexpected, because the direct link between managerial coaching and employee performance has received widespread support in the scientific literature (Agarwal et al., 2009; Ellinger et al., 2003; Pousa and Mathieu, 2014b ), and we were expecting a partial mediation effect of self-efficacy rather than a complete one. One potential explanation is that the overall magnitude of the relationship between selfefficacy and performance is so important, that it could be masking other effects. Results from a recent meta-analysis about self-efficacy and work related performance (Stajkovic and Luthans, 1998) suggest that the effect of self-efficacy represents a 28% gain in work related performance, which is much more important than the gain of 13.6% due to feedback interventions or 10.4%
due to goal-setting found by other meta-analyses. Studies measuring the direct impact of managerial coaching on employee performance found correlations ranging from .03 and .06 (Pousa and Mathieu, 2014b), to .10 (Pousa and Mathieu, 2014a) , .11 (Trépanier, 2010) and .13 (Agarwal et al., 2009 ). The weighted average correlation of .38 between self-efficacy and performance found by Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) outweighs these values and can potentially explain the full mediation effect found in this study.
Managerial implications
One initial implication of our research concerns the use of coaching as a managerial tool to increase employee self-efficacy and performance. Our sample specifically used employees who are in direct contact with customers and who have sales responsibilities, and we found that both the self-efficacy and the performance of such employees increased through the use of managerial coaching. Although the use of a purposive sample and a particular set of employees (salespeople) goes against the external generalizability of the results, we see no reason why the results cannot be applied to other employees in the organization (beyond those holding sales responsibilities).
Although one of the necessary conditions to external generalizability is the use of probabilistic samples, this criteria has not been respected in most organizational research; Schwab recognizes this when he expresses that "almost all of the empirical studies published in our journals … use convenience samples … thus if one took generalization to a population using statistical inference seriously, one would recommend rejecting nearly all manuscripts submitted" (Schwab, 1985, p. 173, cited by Robson, 2002, p. 267) . In qualitative research, where researchers strongly rely on non-probabilistic samples, scholars have proposed to talk of transferability rather than generalizability (Guba and Lincoln, 1989) . Other scholars have stressed the importance of aspects like the presumed universality of the phenomenon studied as factors enabling the generalizability of results to other contexts when nonrandom samples are used (Maxwell, 1997) .
In the case of this study, there are no reasons to think that the employees holding sales responsibilities should react differently to coaching than other employees in the organization.
Thus, the use of a convenience, non-probabilistic sample does not automatically preclude the possibility of generalizing the expected results to a larger population of employees reporting to managers using coaching approaches.
If we accept the conclusions stated above, and managerial coaching can increase the self-efficacy of all the employees in a given organization, then the systematic use of coaching by an organization might increase the self-regulatory behavior of all its employees, thus increasing their collective effort, their resilience when faced with challenging circumstances and their flexibility to deal with those circumstances and implement new solutions. Previous research showed that people with high self-efficacy will choose higher and more difficult goals, will be more committed to them, will initiate actions to cope with problematic situations, will spend more effort, will persist longer in goal pursuit and will make better choices of activities and settings. Accordingly, the generalized use of coaching by all managers in an organization might be considered as a tool that can increase the competitive advantage of that organization through its positive effects on employee self-regulation.
Research suggests that three key dimensions of employee self-efficacy can have important implications for performance. First, efficacy expectations vary in magnitude (an individual can have high self-efficacy for performing easy tasks, but less for performing difficult ones). Second, efficacy expectations also vary in generality (an individual can have high self-efficacy to perform general, non-specific tasks or to perform very specific and concrete tasks). And third, efficacy expectations vary in strength (when faced with disconfirming experiences, problems or low performance, an individual can be more or less resilient depending on the strength of the efficacy expectations) (Bandura, 1977) .
These three dimensions also give some clues as to what the manager should do during the coaching intervention. Prior to the coaching intervention, the coach might engage in an observation of the employee to pinpoint the key areas where the intervention might focus.
Additionally, he can prepare questions to use during the intervention that would raise the coachee's awareness about this situation. This should provide the coach with enough clues to identify the key issue to address during the coaching intervention. Experienced coaches suggest that during the coaching session the coach should focus on only one issue that will dramatically affect employee performance when solved. This single issue might deal with increasing the coachee's self-efficacy to perform a particularly difficult task (magnitude), or a specific task (generality) or his resilience to face problems or rejection (strength).
Once the key issue is identified, the coach can focus the intervention on helping the coachee address it and develop strategies to deal with it. After the coaching intervention, the coachee will have a better understanding of what is expected from him, how he would solve the issue, what are the available resources that he has access to, and what are the specific actions that he would undertake when faced with the situation in the future. His self-efficacy will be increased, thus providing a stronger basis for purposeful action, and more likely, better performance.
Limits and future research
The most important limitation probably is the choice of a purposive sample of a single organization. Although the concept of coaching has been around at least since the 1970s (Fournies, 1978) and practitioners have largely praised the positive effects of coaching (Corcoran et al., 1995; Hargrove, 1995; Kinlaw, 1989; Richardson, 2009; Whitmore, 1985) research on coaching is limited, it has been criticized for being predominantly practice-driven and guru-led, lacking solid theoretical basis, as well as for being mostly based on single-case studies (Ellinger et al., 2008; Grant and Cavanagh, 2004; Hamlin et al., 2006) . Quantitatively, theory-based research in coaching is only at its beginnings and with few exceptions scholars have used singleorganization samples. Despite having used a solid and widely accepted theoretical framework for our study, the fact of having collected data within a single organization is indeed a limitation.
Future research could build on these results by inviting other organizations worldwide to participate in a much larger survey, thus potentially increasing the external validity of the results.
Another limitation is that we used a single respondent to provide information about dependent and independent variables. Systematic measurement errors are issues of important consideration that have drawn a lot of attention in the scientific marketing literature, and using a common source is one of them (Cote and Buckley, 1987; Podsakoff et al., 2003; Schmitt, 1994; Spector, 1987 Spector, , 1994 Spector, , 2006 . Although we evaluated the effects of bias due to a common respondent, and concluded that these effects were small and didn't affect the conclusions of the study, we cannot deny that they still might exist. Future research could address this limitation by using information from multiple sources, like employees, customers and managers.
Finally, we believe that the results found in this study also open new (and interesting) avenues for additional research. For example, although some studies explored the relationship between coaching and performance (Agarwal et al., 2009; Ellinger et al., 2003; Pousa and Mathieu, 2014b) , only a few studies tried to provide a rationale for this by identifying mediators (Pousa 2012; Pousa and Mathieu, 2014a) . Identifying mediators, however, is a central issue because "… this information can be used to modify an intervention or for adapting its principles to another area … mediators answer the question as to why an intervention worked" (Latham 2007, p. 64 ).
Our results suggest that employee's self-efficacy is a valid mediator that explains why higher performance should follow coaching interventions.
However, the literature suggests that when people high on self-efficacy are faced with challenges they exert more effort, persist longer and make a better choice of alternative courses of action;
when confronted with failure, people with higher self-efficacy better controlled their self-doubts, persisted longer in the goal pursuit, systematically tested alternative task-related plans and eventually obtained higher performance (Latham and Locke, 2007; Latham and Seijts, 1999; Latham and Pinder, 2005; Locke and Latham, 1990 , 2002 , 2006 Seijts and Latham, 2001 ).
Accordingly, there might be additional mediators between self-efficacy and performance that are triggered by the coaching intervention and are yet to be identified and studied in future research. 
